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DIGEST:

Regueststhat amounAt of defaulted contraceor's
liabiriity for excess cost'-of reprWcurement
be. redced, is matter within jurisdiction of
agency board of contract Tppeals and not for
consideration by the General Accounting Of-
fice.

BrtB+aceland Brothers'^ Inc., (Bracelahd)- teguests that
the amounto it liability fdrtexjgss costs of repro-
curementon.a contract terminated for default be reduced
on th&'eground that Bracelanrd relied upon a Government
Printihg Offfie (GPO)%representation that such costs
wouldcfbe about $10,000.00, when in',fact the costs amounted
to $26,445.68.

- .- <Thereqyestgesults~from GPO"s.December4t:29, 1977
defaultermC nton'tf.;Braceland 's;,Program 532-S' re-
quirezme~nts;contract witihGPO. At titaijtime Bizaiceland
was advifaedoft'.P0 ' intentto se cure the balance of
its Program 532-S requirements from,'nother contractor
and that Bracelid<,,would be held liable for the excess
cost of reprocurement. By letter dated January 4, 1978
GPO advised Braceland in part as follows;

"To meet the needs of :the Governime~nt and in
an effort to mitigate damages to you, we have
proceeded to make award to the second low
bidder for the remaining term of the contract.

"Based upon the units of production listed
in the specifications, we estimate costs in
excess of your quotation to be about
$10,000.00. It

"-,-

Braceland reports that after weighing the costs
of an appeal against GPO's estimate of the magnitude of
the excess cost of reprocurement it made a decision
not to contest the default termination.
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At-.somertimerjprior:.toD4ecember(20, 1978,. Brace-
landtdLearnedthat ,the.excess ''costs of reprocurement
amoutni'ddlto $26,445.68--instead of the estimated
a1o,oooTo00, Jan increase of $16,445.68. On December 20,
1978, Braceland met with GPO and confirmed that the
sum of $26V,'445.68,ywas accutately computed. Braceland
did no iappeal the reasonableness of the'excess cost
determination to GPO.

Bracen apndaper t -t aua 197M'letter
as a bi~$ 6fljirKmct by.GP tfftGP6q:bud ure
its req4uiremert isnFsuch, a n tliat a
bility-wo1uld 0%'%aki obot i6d.0exzs2gri seeInWsa

; S 4}, S ~ I .,S 1 1 "L. ' X t ^S 
our opinion;tn ,e-betterdpurports toibenothing -more
th'an mere-tstimateqof Braceland tsiabtl"itTy. Tius,
we see op4o is"tbr any-;dilaim agai hs& ,fdo¶vdeirnimienit
overwhidhdthis 6f fice wou1d-have cognizance. Acabrd-
inigly-,'4f'Braceland disagrees witht-GPbO's~fiflal calcu-
lation of the amdon t dWing,,' that disagreemenet is pibperly
for -resolution under the dispufes clause of.Braceland's
GPO contract. See Engineering Service Sistems,-Inc.,
B-191538, April 13, 1978, 78-1 CPD 285; International
Harvester Companyt B-181455, January 30, 1975, 75-1 CPD
67.

We therefore decline to consider the issue in
controversy in this case.

Milton J. olar
General Coun el




